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The Educationial Resources Information Center (ERIC) is'a national
information system operited by the National Institute of Education.
ERIC serves the educational community by disseminating educational
research results and other resource information that can be used i devel-
oping more effective educational programs.

The ERIC Clearinghouse on Educational Management, one of several
clearinghouses in the system, was'established at the University of Oregon
in 1966. The Clearinghouse and its companion units process research
reports and journal articles for announcement in ERIC’s index and
abstract bulletins. '

Research reports are announced i Resources in Education (RILE),
avaifable in many libraries and by subscription for 838 a year from the
United Stastes Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20402,
Most of the documents listed. in RIE can be purchused through the
ERIC Document Reproduction Snr\'lhc operated by Compulcr Micro-
film Internationa! Corporation.

Journal articles are announced in Current Index to Journals in Edu-
cation. CIJE is also aviilable in many libraries-and can be ordered for
$td a vew from Macmillan Information, 866 Third Avenue, New
York, New Ynork 100"". Annual and semiannual curulations ¢an be
ordered separately. ’

Besides -processing documents and journal articles, the Clearinghouse
has another muajor function--information analysis and synthesis. The
Clearinghouse prepares bibliographies, literature reviews, state-of-the-
knowledge papers, and other interpretive research studies on loprs in
its educational area.
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FOREWORD

With the School Leadership Digest series, the National
Association of Elementary School Principals adds another

- project to its continuing program of publications designed to

offer school feaders essential information on a wide range of
critical concerns in education.

‘The School Leadership Digest is a sevies of m.onthly reports
on top priority issues in educatiom, At a time when decisions
in education must be made on the basis of increasingly com-
plex information, the Digest provides school administrators
with concise, readable analyses of the most important trends
in schools today, as well as points up Lhe prac~*ical implica-
tions of major rescarch findings.

By special cooperative arrangement, the series draws on
the extensive research facilities and expertise of the ERIC
Clearinghouse on Educational Management. The titles in the

—serics were planned and developed cooperatively by both

O
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organizations. Utilizing the resources of the ERIC network,
the Clearinghouse is responsible for rescarching the topics
and preparing the copy for publication by NAESP.

The author of this report, Terry Bdrmdough is employed
by the Clearinghouse as a rescarch analyst and wntc
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l’uul L.. Houts Stuart C. Smith
Director of Publications = - Assistant Director and Editor
NAESP ERIC/CEM



INTRODUCTION

It is interesting to note that many administrators and teach-
ers have taken the position that teacher and administrator per-
formance is too involved and complicated to measure and rank;
while teachers have ranked students by Specific grades through
the years with equally complicated and unreliabl: evidence.

DeVaughn

Administrators lm\c always been evaluated in one way. or
another. .Decisions on hiring, training, promotion, and firing

‘of administrators have always been necessary, and such deci-

sions are based on some sort of evaluation, whether formal or
informal, of administrative performance.

Formal evaluation of administrators is « direct result of the
increasing size and complexity of the educational enterprise.

“The Battelle Memorial Institute points out that, unlike busi-

ness and industey, school systems have not traditionally had
formal procedures for evaluating administrators, When schools
were small and simply structured, top administrators did
not need a formal procedure because they could assess the
strengths and weaknesses of their subordinates from firsthand
knowledge. “The accelerated growth of most school systems
within the past three decades, however, has produced organi-
zations of greater size and complexity, dn(l formal procedures
for evaluating administrators have beconie a neeessity.”

The coneept of accountability alse has affected admimstra-
tor cvuluutinn ‘As the publie, and in many cases the. legisla-
ture, pressed schools to become accountable for their pm(lu(t
a formal administrator evaluation process bcc e an indispen-
sable part of school operations. o

Administrator evaluation serves two major pulp()scs First,
an evaluation tells the administrator how well he is doing his

job. Sceond, it lets others know how.well the administrator is

doing his job. The Battelle Memorial Institute explains why

“both participants in the evaluation procedure benefit: “It not

O
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only enables the top administrator to get a better understand-
g of how cifectively an administrative subordinate is per-
forming but it also facilitates the subordinate’s work by
providing him with information concerning his supervisor’s
expectations, the important responsibilities of his job, and th(
alternatives open.to him in performing his job.”

In addition, evaluation provides information usetul in the
promotion, transfer, training, and coumscling of administra-

3

tors. According to the institute, evaluation indicates how
clfectively an administrator is functioning in his job and
whether or not he should continue in that job." Evaluation
results also affect contract renewal. '

The need for formal edalnation procedures is being met
@ varicty of ways, not all of which are reliable or Tair 1o the
adminis rator. Once school svstem may use a checklist form to
rate administriators against predetermined standards, Another
district mayv use the information in an administrator’s person-
nel tiles to determine his competence, Still another may use
the job targets approach, working with the administrator to
set objectives and determine the administrator’s success at
meeting those objectives.

Fach approach has advantages and disadvantages, and cach
has its adherents. The school district must decide which ap-
proach and then which instrument or procedure best meet
district needs. This paper reviews literature on evaluation phi-
losophies, problems, procedures, und instruments, in theory
and in practice, to helpthe district make those decisions.

(%)
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EVALUATION PAILOSOPHY:
. QUESTIONS A DISTRICT SHOULD ASK

Initiating an administrator “evaluation svsten (lcmun(l':';, ql
great deal of plinning 1o ensure that a reliable and fair systeim
will result. The system must, first of all, contorm to district
guals and policies. Hoa school district s committed to human-

dstic goalds, for ex: :mph the evithiation system \nll hiave to be

O

designed to encourage pursuit of those goals.

[n order to tailor the evaluation svstem to district needs,
the planners shnnl(l ask themselves four Kev questions: What
information should the svstem provide? How will that infor-
matian be used? Which personnel will be evaluated? and, Who
with evaluate them? The answers to these questions will dilTer
from district to district but will provide cach district with s
own philosophy of evih tion, Evaluation philosophy is, alter
all, nothing more than the answers to these four questions.

N

What Information Shou'd an Evaluation System Provide?

The district should decide why they need an evaluation
svstem. What do they neet to know about the administrator?
According to Campbell, “the first step is (‘)nc of clarifying the
purposcs or tunctions of .nmmmsn ttion.”

After deciding on the purposes of administration, th dis-
trict can decide the qualities necessary in an administrator
and can set up the evaluation system accordingly, The system
should be designed, atter all, to let the district know il an ad-
ministrator is good at administration,

Camphell suggests that the major functions of an adminis-
trator ire

1. To influence the goals and purposes of the organization and to

help clarify those purposes in and out of the organization
. To encourage and support the development of programs de-
signed to implement the purposes

3. To recruit and” organize persons into productive teams to

ERIC
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implement the .lppr()prl.llt programs
4. To procure and alldcate the necessary resources to support the
N programs in the order of priority established
To evuluwte the effectiveness and efficiency by which all of
“these functions are being achieved
Therefore, the major emphasis of an evaluation system should
be to ascertian whether the administrator is performing hls
five functions in @ manner satisfuctory to the district,

MceCleary believes that “the purpose of evaluation is to
monitor the systennand insure quality control.”™ To achieve
this ¢nd, he rccnmmtnds that information on the administra-
tor’s degree of skill, his ability to perform certain functions,
his problem-solving ability, and his degree of “appropriate
concern” for educational values be collected to measure his
performance. Even criteria this vagae can help the district
pick u fittimg evaluation systen,

Pharis argues that “evaluation should be a matching of'in-
tent to results, a comparison of what was expected to happen
with what did happen.”™ This orientation demands that the
district be specific in setting targets for administrative per-
formance. Any evaluation systém designed according to this
ideal must” provide inl'nrm'ltimi‘ on the administrator’s suc-
cess at reaching cach target. { \

The Battelle Memorial lnstlll te advocates a similar ap-
proach:

The key to an objective performance-evaluation prox"cdur-c is
the specification of job responsibilities. . . . The subprdinate,

«v  understanding these, is aware of what is expected of him. The
supervisor, in turn, can point his evaluation toward perform-
ance in relation to the established job responsibilities: In this
way, the evaluation can be hoth fair and objective.

The evaluation system anust, therelore, discover evidencee of
the administrator’s pulnrnmnu of spectfic job ru}mnslhlll-
tes

\\}mt the district wants to lm(l out about administrative
cperformance will determine the information necessary for
evaluation. The next question to be answered concerns the
ultimate use of that information.

O
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How Wiil the Information Be Used?

The information gathered from an evaliaiion can, ol course,
v ww beused inomany ways, T can aid the district momaking (lL(l-
sions about the .1(lmlnl~.ll or, It cancalso hedp the .\(lnumsll 1

tor know where he stands.

The school district often uses evaluation results to reward,
punish, or motivate administrators. Among the various pur-
poses ol evaluating administrators, Redlern cites four that
predomine: -

L. to identify arcas needing improvement

2. te measure: current performance against prescribed standards

3. to establish evidence to dismuss personnel

410 enable the individual to formulate appropriate performance
objectives

Castetter and Heisler enumerate several uses of evaluation

restlts:

¢ Place the individual in the system where be can realize his own
objectives and contribute cffectively to those of the orguniza-
Hon ‘
¢ Maotivate personnel toward achieving personaliand system goals
¢ [mprove performance
*  Uncover abilities
¢ Ascertain the potential of the individual to perform variouns
types of tasks ‘
Encourage self-development
* Point up continuing cducation needs
¢ Provide a guide for salary determination
o Facilitute mutual understanding berween superior and subordi-.
Hate
* Transfer, demote, promote, or dismiss personnel -
¢ Determine whether the organization should retain the mdx
vidual as a4 permanent member
e Test the validity of recruitment and selection procedures
Roseaberg™ reminds the district that evaltation also gives
the administrator insight into areas of strength and sveakness
and clnes to greater effectiveness. Fxaduation clarifies the role
expeoetations held for the adminisaator by himsell, sto-

dents, stall, community and central administration,” And

~1(m ) \
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evaluation can be mstruniental in a “carcer development pro-

gram”™ by identifyving those administrators who possess the

potential to fill'specialized roles in the school system.

The major point of any evaluation is and should l>c, again
according to Rosenberg, * o guide and counsel the pnn(l-

pal-not to check up on him.”* Used in the traditional manner,

to reward or punish the administrator, evaluation loses its
value as o counseling tool. Used constructively to let the ad-
ministrator know where he is expected to go, how he can get
there, and where he can look for help, wxluauun becomes a
positive force in the school. ’

Lamb agrees with Rosenberg when he notes that adminis-
trators must be reassured that evaluation can be helpful to

them. ThHe administrator -under evaluation must feel that the
processis meant to assist him in the performance of his duties

and is not meant to be a fweapon™ against him.

In order for e .xlu.l}mn to be helptul to the administrator, it
must emphasize future instead of past performance, according
to Pharis. Only by stressing the future can the evaluation proc-
ess motivate the-administrator to improve his performance,

Whether evaluation results are used by the district or by the

administrator for reward, for punishment, or for counseling

will further Hmit theichoices in settingiup an evaluation:sys-
ten. ‘The next step is deciding which personnel to evaluate.

Which Personnel Will Be Evaluated?

All the writers agree that principals, at least, should be
evaluated, Rosenberg, in his 1971 article, states that “*a good
administrator evaluational program will result jn a compre-
hensive, \f{lli(l and retiable appraisal of the effectiveness of

ccach and every schiool principal in a school district.”

Pharis notes that “principals tend to view evaluation like
mother-in-law--necessary but sometimes difficult 1o live with.”
But even the principals themselves agree about the necessity
of evaluation, .

As DeVaughn writes, “advocates of accountability and

*1973.

-

O
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courts of law are demanding an evaluation system for all per:
sonnel” Many state and local legislative bodies are requiring
evaluation of both teaching and administrative personnel.

“This demand for evaluation of all pe ersonnel is being met by
most school districts with any sort of evaluadon system. Red-
fern confirms that, according to an Educational Rescarch
Scrvice survey, tevaluation programs apply to all administra-

LX)

tive personnel in most instances.

| Who Are the Evaluators?

Most \\'l'itcx's-l'cl'c1"lo persons responsible for evaluation as
supervisors. It would appear from the rescarch that these per-
sonnclare in general responsible for supervision of the admin-
istrator, are in fact administrators themselves, and are i no
way limited to evaluation in their duties.

Although the literature 5 vague on this subject, it scems
reasenable to expect the personnel responsible for evaluation
to beexperts moevaluation technique. Thus, the assessment
task should be handled by persons who have been trained in
the techniques used by the district and whose other duties
waould not interfere with the job of evaluation.

There are other qucatlons a district coald ask, and one of
the more common is: Should d(lmlms:. ator sell-¢valuation be

part of the evaluation process? R ..-vm believes that sell-
evaluation *is the s[u[mq p()lnt of i c()mprchcnsw a8SCsS-
mentof performance effectiveness.” DeVaughn contends that
self-evaluation can add a dimension to the evaluation process,
as lhc evaluatee perhaps best knows his slxcnmhs and weak-
ne \S(.\

Howsam and Franco advise the school district to play down
formal evaluation. Their approach, while contrary.to most of
the research, is at least food for thought. They suggest devel-

oping an organizational climate conducive to performance,

O
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'PROBLEMS IN EVALUATION:

CAN THE RESULTS BE. TRUSTED7

Rosenberg® passes asevere judgment on current administra-

tive appraisal syscems, calling them “woclully inadequate and

ve

unfair,”™ and based on “imacceptable evidence collected with

undesirable methods from undesirable sources.” Obviously,
no evaluation system is tree of problems, nor is there likely to-
be one. Culbertson points out that, because of the incomplete
development of the sciences of education and management,
an infallible evaluation system cannot be guaranteed.

LNevertheless, an understanding of some of the more com-
‘mon problems should help a school district plan its evaluation
process more realistically s that those problems can at least
be minimized.

(ull'ﬂl)hk‘ll identifies three very aeneral C\Aludll()n problems.
First, forces from insidé and outside the school limit what an
administrator can do. For instance, Campbell states, /

I do not recall a single major proposal sponsored by the Board
of Education or the General Superintendent of the Chicago
Schools over a recent four-year period that did not meet with:
the immediate opposition of <0 1o 60 per cent of the citizens.
Administrators often work within very narrow tolerances.
These limitations can keep an administrator from living up to
an evaluator’s expectations,

Sccon(l, no commonly ac chlc(l delinition of the adminis-
trator’s role exists. Campbell indicatds the wide variety of ad-
ministrator role expectations held by the public, as well as by
those in the schools. Some expect the administrator to be
primarily an educator; whereas others see him as “an adroit
managet of the organization.” or as a public velations manager
whese chiel duty is to gain public support (“both psycho-
logical and financial”) for the schools. This disagreement
makes evaluation diflicunlt,

#1971,
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Third, conflicts in values complicate the task of evaluation.
For example, administrators are caught in the middle of the
debate between humanists, who advocate student freedem,
and disciplinarians, who favor strict enforcement of rules.

Castetter and leisler cite more specitic problems. Evidua-
tions often focus on the pessonality of whe administrator,
rather than on results, and n-fost evaluators are not qualified
to appraisc personality. Also, evaluation results are not used
to encourage individual development, so evaluation loses its
value as a counseling tool. . :

In addition, evaluations and evaluators are influenced by
the district and are often biased. What is expected of an
administrator is seldom made clear before evaluation, and
administrators  frequently  do not understand the ‘criteria
against which their performance witl be measured. '

Process of Evaluation |

Once the process of evaluation has begun,; dther problems
surface. Pharis reports two flaws in all evaluation procedures.
The first; the halo ¢ffect. is the tendency to rate a person highly
for various subjective reasons. The second, the horn effect, is
the tendency to rate a person poorly for subjective reasous.

Evaluators tend to turn in favorable evaluations because of
an administrator’s past record. Good work in the past can
carry over into the present, and a good job yesterday is more
impressive than a good job last week orlast month. An evalua-
tor also tends to have blind spots. He fails to sce defects
similar to his own. He may also rate administrators he likes
higher than he rates those he dislikes. :

The horn effect works in the opposite direction. An evalua-
tor's expectations may be too high. He may also rate poorly
the person who disagrees too frequently, or the maverick who
simply doces not conform. Guilt by asscciation can cause a
rating to fall, since a man is often judged by the company he
keeps. In addition, a dramatic incident, a recent mistake of
large proportions, can soil an otherwise unspotted record.

Scveral other procedure problems are apparent to Castetter
and Heisler. Traditional evaluation procedures keep the

9
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evalnator and administrator frorm communicating chglncl\'
with cach other. The evaluator’s heavy reliance on feetings
instead of facts causes the administrator to react defensively.

Evaluation Instruments

Evaluation instruments are often faalty. 3ernstein and
Sawyer argue that subjective evaluation instruments—gruphs,
checklists, and similar devices—are seldom adequate to meas-
ure an administrator’s performuanc ¢. Such mxnumcnlx usually
use general and impersonal criteria and sometimes confuse
means and ends. v

Castetter and Heisler also feel that mest instruments tend
to fragment the administrator. into personality parts. Even
when added together, those parts do not give a complete pic-

ture of the administrator, let alone of his pcrlmnmmc

Pharis distrusts most evaluation instruments. He complains
that “typical rating instraments devote considerable space to -
manner of dress, oral expression, and other lactors that are
more -indicative of personality than adminisutrative ability.”
He believes, in addition, that checklist evaluations are one--
sided” and subjective, Such evaldations do not 'cncourugc the
administrator to participate in the process of evaluation, and
they do not_help him improve his performance.
 Checklists measure. the person rather than the job. They
do not document administrator performance. The multiple
evatuator checklists used by many districts merely compound
the subjeetivity.

Anothertype of evalu: tion, usus ally called sccondary results
evaduation, uses the achievements of those under supcnlsl()n
to evaluate admiinistrator performance, For C\dmplc princi-
pals are often evaluated according to student scores on stand-
ardized tests. Such evaluations often credit the administrator
“with too much control over his environment.

Files or personnel records are also used occasionally to
evaluate the administrator. Pharis contends, however, that
files include too much irrelevant matter to be useful in docu-
menting administrative performance,

I()
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‘EVALUATION PROCEDURES:

TAKING THE NECESSARY STElP\S

While there 1s considerable disagreement concerning meth--
ods and mstruments of evaluation, most, writers agree that
the district should establish a set of |)mw(lmcs in advance.

These procedures then provide a framework for the evaluation

process. _

Specilic procedures mav differ from one district to the
next, depending on the particular evaluation methods and
mstruments used. There is general agreement, however, on at
teast four steps in the task of evaluation: the preevatuation
conference, evaluation, the postevaluation conference, and
folowup action., Many of the rescarchers would add adminis-
trator scit-evaluation to-the list of essential procedures.

The Preevaluation Conference

DeVaughn considers the preevaluation conference essential
and says that evaluation “should begin with orientation of
evatuatees and evaluators, as well as reviewing officials™ 1o
the policy, procedures, and instruments of evaluation. In this
way, cach person concerned with the evaluation process will
Kknow what is C\;pcctcd of him.

Brick and Sanchis cite four purposes of thc preevaluation
conference in the job targets approach:

1. Identification of the current school needs .

2. Mutual development of goals by the principal and his evaluator
3. Translition of goals in mensurable objectives
f. Selection of activities through which each. ol))L(llvc will be

achieved

Poliakoft agrees that the administrator and his evaluator
should meet to set goals and time limits and 10 develop a
program of action to mect those goals,

The preevaluation conference is admittedly more important
to the job targets approach than to the performance star cards

bl



approach. A fair evaluation, however, will always let the ad-
ministrator in on the district’s cxpcdulinns of him, the instru-
ments used to evaluate him, and the criteria he will be expected
to meet. He shoutd know the rules of the game before he is
asked to plav. These purposes are best served by i conference

Evaluation

The actual evaluation must assess the overai! job done by
the admimstrator, according to Brick and Sanchis. This part
is by far the most difficult and uncertain aspect of the evalua-
tion process. - _

Peebles maintains that evaluation should inclade “sufficient
contact with the individual in his usual working area so that
the evaluator feels competent to discuss the evaluatee’s per-

~formance.” DeVaaghn calls for ongoing appraisal of adminis-
trative performance after the “job tasks’ have been agreed
upon. lle cmp\husixcs that this continuous evaluation should
be constructively communicated to the evaluatee, who should
be offered assistance in his efforts to improve his perform-

ance. His Tailures, as well as his accomplishments, should be

given “forthright recognition.”

The p;n‘ticulu'\ evaluation method depends on the instru-
ment or approach used. The process of gathering information
for a job targets evaluation differs sharply from that of filling
out objective forms, for example. Whatever the instrument or
approach, the evaluation itself is a crucial stage in any admin-
istrator evaluation system.

The Postevaluation Conference

The postevaluation conference is recommended as an ap-
propriate feedback mechanism for the administrator. Such
a conference should include the same personnel as the
preevaluation conference and should be, to all inténts and
purposes, an extension of the carlier conference.

It is in the postevaluation conference that the administra-
toris informed of evaluation results and given the opportunity

19
¥

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

to discuss his job performance with the evaluator, Peebles
cites three areas of discussion: the goals or objectives agreed
onin the preevaluation conference, the administrator’s overall
performance according to district standards, and the adminis-
trator’s performance of specitic vesponsibilities. o
The postevaluation conlerence is the reeyeling stage of
evaluation. At this point, the vesults ave inand it is up to the
administrator and the ey .llll.l[()l' to use the administrator’s

past performance to predict his future success and, more spe-

cifically, to setnew goals for him. Follownp action must also |
be determined. :
FoHowup Action

l\(dl( rn describes followup ‘ulmn as “‘certain kinds of sul)~
sequent activities to reinforce actions taken during the yéar.”
These activities might include, for example, further work on
a particular project, additional training, or renewed attention
toa |)'rcs'sinu problem.

The administrater and ey ‘lllldl()l should, dm'nu the p()sl-

veluation mnlclcnu pmpmnt those activities,” and **con-
51(1C next steps.” ' Rediern warns, however, that * ll'il appears -
that foltowap assistance should be given, the e valuator should
make commitments realistically, Promises that ¢ cun 't be kept
shouldn™t be made.” -

Followup action is not mandatory in the nmjnr;rt\' ol cases.
When the need Tor such action is indicated, however, the ad-
ministrator and evaluator should consider it with the same

ccare and attention to detail that characterized the preevalua-
“tion conference. Carefully plinned followup action can be a

means of improving administrative performance.

“What happens if the evaluation is unfavorable, or il there is
contention over the results? The administrator should be
given, and is olten legally guaranteed,: the right to a hearing
on the results of an evaluation. This is uspumll\ true if his .

_lnl) huangs in the balance.

Poliakoll cites three solutions to the problem of disagree-

Hent over evaluation results: both the evaluator’s findings

and the administrator’s self-evaluation can go on file, "the

kf%
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administrator can appeal to a higher authority or to a griev-
ance board, or the administrator can be counseled.

The latter solution is perhaps the most novel. Under the
Worcester, Massachusetts, evaluation system, the -administra-
tor can be counseled by three supervisors other than his ovigi-
nal evaluator. The administrator chooses one consultant, the
original evaluator chooses one, and the two u)nsulhmts al-
ready chosen choose the thiid.

For a period of six weeks, the three consultants monitor
the administrator and suggest sources of assistance. 1f, after
the consultation, the evaluation is still negative, the adminis-
trator is subject to reevaluation the following year. This pro-
cedure gives the administrator ample opportunity to learn
what is expected of him and to improve hlb performance
accordingly.

Self-Evaluation

Although not all writers agree on the necessity of self-
evaluation, there is considerable agreement on its value in a
well-designed evaluation system. Ideally, it would occur at the
same time as evaluation by a trained evaluator.

I\otmg that “sell-assessment is a subtle process,” Redtern
outlines . the necessarily subjective nature of self-evaluation.
The administrator’s assessment of his own accomplishments
and failures necessitatesmeasuring behavior by personal goals
(ar opposed to Lompdrmc onesclf with oters) The process
of evaluating onesell is “casier-said than done,” requiring the
ability to accept the 1csults of that ds_\)CSSlﬂCl][ both failures
and successes.

Scif-cvaluation of this sort will supplement the evaluator’s '
opinions and provide a check on the evaluation system. The

~aresults of self- evaluation are a valid part of the total picture
" .of administrative e performance. Self-evaluation will also give

E

the administrator insight into his own performance and will
cmble him to pdlthlpd(L in the evaluation process. It can, in
addition, help the administrator to see evaluation as something
that happens with him, not to him.

1
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THE EVALUATION METHOD:
FINDING THE RIGHT YARDSTICK

Evaluation methods fall into two general categories: the
performance standards approach and the job targets approach,
The performance standards process involves rating the admin-
istrator against stahdards determined in advance by the dis-
trict. Procedures utilizing objective rating instruments (such
as checklists) are included in this category. The major assump-
tion underlying this method of evaluation is that.administra--
tor pulommncc can be d(LUrl[Cl\ and fairly mcasmed by
prcdclummcd “objective”™ criteria that measure general,
overall performance (as opposed to the achievement ()f spe-
cific goals).

Unlike the performance standards dppl()d(.h the job mrgcts

idppl()dCh measures ddn]lnl%{ld(l\ pcrlorman(_c b\/ determin-

g district goals, setting specific objectives, and assessing the
administrator’s success or failure in the achievement of these
objectives. It usually allows for the administrator’s direct par-
ticipation in the objective-setting process, and the administra-
tor himself often helps to determine the standards against
which he will be measured. This  approach draws on manage-

.ment by objectives theory adopted from business.

The Performance Standards Approach

Most evaluation instruments now used in the schools meas-
ure an administrator against a sct of predetermined perform-
ance standards. Over three-fourths of the instruments reported
i a 1971 Educational Research Service report are of this
tvpe. Checklists, secondary results evaluations, “file’ cvalua-

_u()n&, and a few O[h(.‘l instruments Clﬂpl()\’ the pCI‘i()I‘I'ﬂdHCL

standards approach.

Checklists ask an evaluator to compare an administrator’s
performance to a list of standards by rating the administrator
on a scale, sclecting a deseriptive phrase; or commenting in

15
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writing. In most cases, the school district sets the standards,
thereby outlining what it expects of an administrator. The
evaluation itself compares oxpectations to vesults.

The Washington Principal Evaluation Taventory (WPE]D,
prc[)ncd h\ Richard Sndvews, is ()pudl of-checklist instru-
ments. The WPELD Hists administrator vesponsibilities and asks
the evaluator to circle the letter A if the administrator always
fulfills the rcsp(msihilily, O il he often [ultills it, OC if he
occasionally Tulfills 11,8 if he seldom tullills i, and N if he
never fulbitls it .Smm- ul the listed responsibilities are
2. Guins the esteem of his staff by demonstrating a genuine re-

spect for them
- 8. Facilitates staff participation in community activities
-9 Assists staff in undcrslandmg their professional roles and re-

sponsibilitics

-+, Organizes staff so th.\l authority mul responsibility are clearly
understood

18. Effectively contributes to lhc resolution of student discipline
problenms

19. Establishes- an efficient communications network within the
school ' .

23. Handles the routine functions of administration in an efficient
manncer

28, Contributes to_ orderly changes in the staff and the system

40, Relates to staff members in informal as well as formal situations

+41. Operates within the framework of the established school sys-
tem policies

52, Understands the function of the 5Lhon! in rcl.mon to the com-
munity

58. Understands the community and its impact on cducnmm
59. Foresces those actions néeded to improve the function of the

school
60. Clearly interprets the school district's policies to his staff
63. Provides for cfficient use of school equipment and facilities
Beall describes a process designed to provide the adminis-
trator with mformation on how well he is contributing to
learning. In this process. the administrator and evaluator meet
to establish standards ol student progress and to agree on
techniques for assessing that progress. The evaluation then
consists of comparing actual and projected student progress.
This process assumes that the administrator has a vast measure

O
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of control over an egually vast number of variables.

Some schoot districts use personnel files and special evalua-
tion files to rate administrators. Pharis deseribes such a proc-
Css: o

A file is maintained for each person who is to be evaluated.
Everything- good and bad—that. comes to the attention of the
evaluator goes into the folder. It might contain summaries of
observations, statements of assistance requested or given, tran-
scripts of courses taken, letters of ¢commendation and com-
plaint, clippings, or anything else the file keeper finds. At the
appointed time the file is reviewed and a judgment made.

To perlform this type of evaluation, the evaluator must wade
through an enormouns quantity of largely irrelevant material.

Denny suggests a different performance standards ap-
proach: a report card to be filled out by the administrator,
himself. The card consists of a combination of ()b]ccll\c and
subjective questions covering six general arcas: pupils, pro-
gram, personnel, professional improvement, public relations,
and physical plant. This approach allows the administrator to
rate himself, but against standards already determined by the
district. _ .

Carvell reports yet a different practice. The Ocean View,
California, district uses a battery of instruments to determine
administrator competence. The instruments are used in bat- ~ <.
tery to cover all aspects of administrative performance. N

Performance standards evaluations of any kind are cco-
nomical of time, energy, and money. They do, however, have
some scrious drawbacks. . _

Since the evaluator is asked his opinion of how an adminis-
trator measures’ up-to a set of standards, the evaluation is
highly subjective. Many instruments are poorly designed. The
administrator is rarely, i ever, consulted in establishing the
standards against which he will be measured. In addition,
pcr'fk)rmzmcc standards are inflexible and do not allow for
changes in circumstances or specilic tasks.

Pharis argues for an evaluation system that measurés rcallty
He expects a well-designed system to consider only the varia-
bles under an administrator’s control. Such a system should

>
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spell out th‘lll\’ and i advance the.eriteria .wamsl which the
administratorgs to be measured. '

Evaliations should not be subject to different conclusions
by different evahuators, ;md'Lhc"\\u(!minislrul()r'slmul(l be ul-
lowed some voice in detennining 'soals. Only one evaluation
approach currently in nse satisfies\Pharis’ criteria and avoids
most of the pitfalls of the performance standards approach:
the job targets approach. :
i

The Job Targets Adproach
it

In an attempt to ensure fair and ‘i'cliublc evaluations, many
school districts are turning to job targets evatiation. This ap-
proach involves setting job targets—often called performance
objectives—-in advance, then determining the d(llﬂll]ls[ldl()l 5
success at meeting those targets.

The job targets approach is perhaps more time- u)nsumlnu
than the performance standards approach, but it has several
advantages, The evaluation s tailored to the administrator
and to the specilic jobs he performs. And it provides the dis-
trict with reliable evidence of the administrator’s performance.

Determining Job Targets

As Bernstein and Sawyer remark, “the modern principal
must be evaluated in terms of how well he organizes the ve-
sources at his command, first to define and then to achieve
truly important job targets.” Actually, determining job targets
involves two steps. The first step is deciding on district goals.
The second is developing specific job targets. o

General district goals, as noted previously in this paper,
should be decided even before an evaluation system is imple-
mented, Other, more specific goals may be set during the
preevaluation conference. 'This goal-setting enables the admin-
istrator and his evaluator to see the full range of possible job
tarye s, ) '

After goals are set, specific job targets must be agreed on.
Bernstein and Sawyer point out that the principal should for-

65

mulate “*a thorough overview™ of his staff’s ideas about what
s . ‘

g /
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Sstate, that these criteria should define what

should be done in the school, taking their desires into account
in the definition of job targets. But because not all staff
views can be lL‘.l]lh[l(.l”}_ incorporated into job turgéls, the
administrator and  his supervisor should  caretudy  weigh
these suggestions to determine which are “aceeptable and
achievable.” '

Numerons factors should be considered in setting job tar-
gets. Two major eriteriaare outlined by Bernstem and Sawver.
First, the targets must be “delimited™ so that they can be
precisely defined by the administrator and his staff. Only
through specific definition can the administrator be expected
to achieve specific results. Second, a fixed period of time, or
perhaps. . . . aseries of fixed time-periods™ should be estab-
lished to ensure the successtul completion of the job l;u‘g‘cls.
Targets may also be affected by such variables as money, per-
sonnel, and community opinion.

Each job target should be written down and should include
aturget dateand a deseription of the administrator’s projected
course ol action in reaching the target, This information will
provide the basis for the subsequent evaluation.,

Establishing Criteria

After job targets are agreed on, the administrator and
evaluator must set criteria. They must agree on what will be

“weceptable as evidence that the administrator has accom-
“phished cach job target.

The performance criteria must be carefully formulated,
since they form the basis of evaluation. Bernstein and Sawyer

3

minimally ac-

»e

ceptable performance”™ will be, as well as determine the “opti-
mum (Sl)_iC(‘li\'L's, d.e., the best results that can reasonably be
hoped for.”

The setting of targets and the establishment of criteriee
during the preevaluation conference will give the adminis-
trator a clear picture of what heis to ac mmpllsh and of how
his performance will be gauged. lhg evaluator will know what

!

to look for in the course of the evaluation.
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The Evaluation.

Between the time of the preevaluation conference and the
target date of cach job target, the evaluator must gather evi-
dence of the administrator’s performance. 11 self-evaliation is
also a part of the process agreed on, the administrator should
also collect evidence of his performance.
~ One of the advantages of the job targets approach is its
Gadaptability to chinging circumstances. During the period of
evaluation, the administrator and evaluator may agree on
extending target dates, recognizing new criteria, or changing
job targets. All such changes should, of course, be written up
and Appcndcd to the materials from the preevaluation con-
ference.

After the target dates, the evaluator and the -administrator

should write up their respective evaluations. ‘\(Lm(lmg to-

Redferm, T

The evaluator must make a fothrighL‘usscssﬁmnt. of the extent
to which the principal has achieved success in attaining the
predetermined performance goals. His judgment must reflect
a thorough knowledge of behavioral changes that have taken
place, recognition of supervisory assistance provxded, and the
_results that have been achieved.

The same considerations ;1;)})1}' to sclf-evaluation.

Bernstein and Sawyer remind the evaluator that “the only,

evaluation appropriate for the modern principal is that which
rates him in terms of how well—or how poorly—he achieved
specific objectives, and what qualities of leadership he revealed
while administering his projects.” Redfern adds a cautionary
note that evaluations “should be. -supportable by evidence
tnuncd by obscrvations and visitations, ddta collected, con-
ferences held, and assistance provided.™

The evaluation is not complete without a postevaluation
conference. At this time, the evaluator and the administrator
can compare their evaluations, discuss the evidence, dnd re-
eyele the results.

Receyeling the results involves determining followup action,:

'scllmg new J()b Lngcls, and’ Lzyccmcr, ONCe tore, on criteria.
The job targets approach to evaluation does not have a
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beginning, middle, and end. 1t is an ongoing process,

One District’s Evaluation Plan

One school district’s experience with administrator evalua-
tion may be enlightening to other districts initiating evalua-
ton systems. Fugene School District Number 4] in Fugene,
Oregon, has experimented over the past decade with several
approaches to administrator evaluation. ";-:';'

The district initiated administrator evatuation to hold ad-
mimistrators accountable for their pcrl:m'mun('c. The infor-
mation provided by the evaluation is used in considering
contract renewal and in monitoring the progress of proba-
tionary administrators. Ideally, evaluation also enables the .
district 1o improve the process of administration. '

Asked which personnel are evaluated, W 1. Williams, Diree-
tor of Personnel for the Eugene district, replied, “All our
administrative stafl are o be evaluated yearly by their super-
visor.® Williams abso stated that one of the major problems
inherent in evaluation is that the public schools do not have
enough trained evaluation personnel due to a lack of inservice
training in cvaluation,

The Lugene district originally evaluated school ddminis-
trators with a teacher evaluation instrument. The instrument
outlined district philosophy and goals, provided guidelines
for evaluators, and- asked the evaluator to write brief sum-
maries of the teacher's or administrator’s performance in sev-
cral areas. The form also provided space for reccommendations
cn advancement, sclary, and dismissal,

The flaw in this type of evaluation became apparent. The
instrument was the same for cach person and situation, but
dutics, woals, and personalities of administrators differed. In
short, the evaluation was a procrustean bed—the administra-
tor had to it the instrument, or else.

For this reason the district turned to a different evaluation
system. The new process begins with writing a job descrip-
tion for cach administrator. Then the evaluation employs a

*Inperson interview with author, Aprit 1, 1974



combination of instruments: a checklist of general adminis-
trative performance and a separate form for writing up *“per-
formance goals,” or job targets.

This combiration of approaches enables the district to get
a much more detailed picture of administrator performance.
As Williams noted, each person responds individually, and
“no matter what the goals are, the processes ought to be
different.”” The job targets approach allows the district to
monitor cach individual’s approach to a problem or goal with-
out setting arbitrary standards. The checklist adds a more sub-
jecetive evaluation by the administrator’s supervisor.

The success of the job targets aspect of the evaluation
system has prompted the Eugene district to plan a new evalua-
tion system relying more heavily on the job targets approach.
Since the final details of the new system have yet to be
worked out, little information is available.

Williams indicated, however, that the new approach will
mvolve mutual development of performance goals by the ad-
ministrator and his supervisor. He reminded other districts
that “performance goals should not be restrictive,” and that
the evaluation process should always be amenable to change.
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CONCLUSION

The literature on administrator evaluation is oftén con-
flizting. Some writers favor the performance standards ap-
proach in one ol its nrany variations; some prefer-the job
targets approach. The performance standards approach is by
far the most common. The research, however, gives a great
deal of credence to the job targets ';11)[)1‘0;1(‘11. which, ideally,
tailors the evaluation 1o the individual and to his specitic
tasks.

The performance standards approach lends itself 1o arbi-
traviness on the part of the district. AH decisions concerning
the evaluation process have been made before the adminis-
trator is catled in for a preevaluation conference. He has no
part in setting up the evaluation. The administrator is con-
sulted at every stage in job targets evaluation, however. He
helps set the specific targets and the eriteria against which his
performance will be measured. : '

DeVaughn reminds districts that “there must be an agree-
ment on the policies, procedures, and instruments to be used
in the evaluation process.” The administrator should know
how, why, and when he is to be evaluated. Even students are
given that much warning betore they are graded.

The main point to be made in any discussion of adminis-
trator evaluation is that both the district and the administra-
tor should know what is happening: how the evaluation
works, how far the results can be trusted, and how well the
evaluation works to improve administrator performance. For,
as Rosenberg notes, “only with intelligent evalnation can edu-
cation. become clearly defined, achievement oricuted, and
provided with a rational basis.for policies and decisions and
actions which lead to greater wnd greater improvements.”’

'
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